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          The aim of this study is to examine the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs of school 
administrators working in Anatolia High Schools and vocational High Schools and effective school 
leadership. In line with the aim of the study, self-efficacy, school administrators’ self-efficacy, 
effective school leadership and a conceptual framework were explained in introduction part of the 
study. The sample of the study is comprised of 60 school administrators and 1050 teachers working 
in Central Anatolia Region cities Kırşehir, Kayseri, Ankara, Nevşehir, Kırıkkale, Aksaray and 
Yozgat. The School Administrators Self-Efficacy Scale formed by McCollum, Kajs and Minter 
(2009) was used in order to obtain data from the school administrators in the study. Furthermore, 
The Effective School Leadership Scale formed by the researchers with the help of the 
questionnaires used by Balcı (2001) and Dağlı (2000) so as to measure the effective school 
leadership. The validity and reliability studies of the both scales used in the study were carried out 
by the researcher. According to the findings of the study, there is a significant relationship in the 
same way between the self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators and the effective school 
leadership levels according to the opinions of the teachers. The self-efficacy levels of the school 
administrators also predict their effective school leadership levels. The self-efficacy beliefs of the 
school administrators and the effective school leadership levels according to the opinions of the 
teachers were measured in high levels. 
 




          The self-efficacy is defined as doing a certain task in an effective way (Bandura, 1997; Chen, 
et al., 2004; Gist and Mitchell, 1992). Self-efficacy can give us some clues about the self-
actualizations of the individuals, accusing of oneself, depression levels, experiences and 
achievements (Bandura, 1998; Wood and Bandura, 1989). Those having high level of self-efficacy 
perception are able to show efforts for long durations in discovering and intellectual tasks. It is 
necessary to have a high level of self-efficacy in technological achievements in particular (Bandura, 
1999; Gits and Mitchell, 1992; Wood and Bandura, 1989). Briefly, self-efficacy is a crucial focal 
point in terms of giving an idea about the tasks which can be performed by individuals in the future 
(Markman, Baron and Balkin, 2005).  
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          There are four effective methods for developing the self-efficacy beliefs of the individuals 
(Bandura, 2002, p. 3-4; Wood and Bandura, 1989): The first one of these is previous successful 
experiences and speciality in some tasks. This method is the most effective one for increasing the 
self-efficacy perceptions of the individuals. Past achievements and experiences make strong self-
efficacy beliefs of individuals whereas their failures make them feel bad. Those with strong self-
efficacy beliefs don’t give up in the face of failures. They continue function patiently and trying 
again and again. The school administrators increase their self-efficacies of the staff by means of 
careful employment, giving challenging tasks, professional development and teaching, defining 
targets, supportive leadership and prizes (Lunenburg and Orstein, 2013, p. 90). The second one is 
taking model as well as observed experiences. The individuals develop their self-efficacies by 
observing their environment and making comparisons when necessary. They may perceive others’ 
successes as if they had the same achievements, or vice versa. This will also affect their efforts to be 
shown. The third one is social persuading. Another way of increasing people’s self-efficacy beliefs is 
to encourage them in terms of social aspects. The realistic and logical approaches which are 
convenient for the individuals’ capacities affect their efforts needed to achieve a task and their self-
efficacy in a positive way. The social persuading doesn’t have any positive effect in situations that 
are not realistic and logical. (Bandura, 2003, p. 127). The fourth one is psyhological and emotional 
situations. Judgements of individuals about their talents direct their efforts needed to launch a new 
task whereas stress and pressure affects their efforts adversely (Woord and Bandura, 1989).  
          Self-efficacy belief affect individuals in terms of four basic aspects (Bandura, 2002, p, 5-10; 
Şahin, 2009): Self-efficacy belief affects the cognitive processes in many ways. Purposeful human 
acts are shaped by the aims which have been thought beforehand and have been made clear. Self-
efficacy affects the evaluation of the individuals’ talents. The more the individuals have higher levels 
of self-efficacy beliefs, the more they aim to achieve difficult tasks and focus on completing them. 
The self-efficacy beliefs of individuals have a significant place in self-regulations of the motivational 
processes. Motivationals processes are generated cognitively and the individuals direct their 
behaviours and motivate themselves thanks to predicting the future or their foresight skills. 
Emotional processes have an effect on the beliefs of individuals as to their coping skills, how much 
stress they will experience and their motivation levels. Individuals who believe that they will be able 
to deal with the challenges they confront protect themselves from negative thoughts. On the other 
hand, those who don’t have this kind of self-belief begin to experience stress and complain about 
lacking skills needed to cope. Individuals are part of the environment in which they live. Therefore, 
the self-efficacy beliefs of individuals affect their activity preferences and the flow of life process. 
Individuals tend to believe that they must abstain from the tasks and situations which are beyond 
their skills (Bandura, 2002; Şahin, 2009). 
         The first studies on education found a relationship between the teachers’ self-efficacies and 
students’ achievements in a positive direction (Armor et al., 1976; Berman et al., 1977). Some 
studies found a relationship between the school administrators’ self-efficacies and their leadership 
behaviours of the school administrators and teachers’ self-efficacies and their teaching acts in a 
positive direction, as well (Bulanch, Boothe and Pickett, 2006; Hartnett, 1995; Krug et al.., 1990). 
Recent studies have found that there is a positive relationship between the leadership behaviours of 
school administrators and student achievement (Bulanch, Boothe and Pickett, 2006; Waters, 
Marzano and McNulty, 2003). Lots of teachers have stated that the school administrators who have 
high levels of positive self-efficacy perception affect the student achievement and support the 
school climate in a positive way as well as inspire others about school mission (Domsch, 2009). 
According to Bandura (2003), powerful school administrators combine their skills with the ones of 
teaching staff. They make the staff consider themselves as talented and direct them to the aims of 
the school and achievement. Thus, a positive environment in which everybody work in 
collaboration for the school improvement is formed. Numerous studies have shown that leaders 
always need a high level of self-efficacy belief (Bandura 1977; Bandura and Wood, 1989; Dimmock 
and Hattie, 1996; Imants and DeBrabander, 1996; Leithwood and Jantzi, 2008; McCormick, 2001; 
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Osterman and Sullivan, 1996). Normally, those with high levels of self-efficacy beliefs are better 
motivated for any task and can show greater efforts. From this point of view, the leaders with high 
levels of high levels of self-efficacy have a key skill and they are effective leaders or vice versa. 
Those with low levels of self-efficacy show weak efforts and they are less effective (Abusham, 
2010). According to McCollum, Kajs and Minter (2006), the studies carried out on developing the 
school administrators’ self-efficacies and evaluating them focus on positive teacher behaviours, 
students’ outcomes and teacher self-efficacy beliefs extensively despite the limited numbers. 
Effective school administrators are like the bricks of a good school as generally assumed. School 
administrators are a secret lock in the school. They manage the schools, form the climate, start the 
change, provide resources, get together the stakeholders and enable the staff to take responsibility. 
These tasks are definitely complex and challenging. Which beliefs and feelings are needed for why 
and how to behave needs professional knowledge and experience. The judgements of school 
administrators as to their self-efficacies or skills guide them about how to achieve the expected 
results in the school organization. The perceptions of the school administrators about their skills 
are needed for regulating the group processes in order to succeed in cognitive performances and 
obtain the aims (Moran and Gareis, 2005).  
         School administrators directly affect not only the teachers’ self-efficacies and their collective 
skills as a leader but they also shape the teachers self-efficacies and their collective skills. They also 
affect school improvement application and this increases expectations from the school 
administrators (Kurt, 2012; Harris, 2002; Hoy and Miskel, 2010, p, 375). At this point, the 
competencies of the school administrators, their capacities of improving the current situations, their 
capabilities as to the expected tasks necessitate to deal with school administration as a professional 
occupation and to educate the administrators in scientific foundations (Hoy and Miskel, 2010, p, 
375; Güçlü, 1997). 
         The special, effective and privileged positions of the schools always feature the school 
administration as a profession (Açıkalın, 1998, p, 2). The self-efficacy is very important for 
developing the characteristics of the educational leaders. Educational leaders with higher self-
efficacy beliefs become successful in their schools. Those who lack the self-efficacy perception 
cannot achieve the school organization’s aims (McCollum and Kajs, 2009). The school 
administrators with high levels of self-efficacy perceptions have crucial roles in improving the 
schools and make the education effective.  
         Compared to other educational levels in terms of education quality, the Anatolia high schools 
are qualified educational organizations which provides effective education and enroll successful 
students according to exam scores of high school entrance examinations even if their number have 
increased incredibly. Within this context, it is very important that those schools’ administrations 
must be effective and have high performance, as well. The reasons why the innovations efforts fail 
in the education systems are primarily attributed to the school administrators, and therefore it can 
be said that the characteristics of the school administrations determines the quality of the education 
system and appear as successes or failures in the system (Uluğ, 2010, p. 281).  
          Which characteristics of a school principal do affect the school and student achievement? 
This question always attracts the scientists. As it can be seen in the literature, particularly in the 
international one, school leaders’ competencies, self-efficacies and characteristics and the variables 
affected by them are the main research themes.  
           The determination and development of principals’ qualifications have an important place in 
increasing the effectiveness of the school organizations and their success. Effective leaders and 
successful schools immediately attract attention immediately and have a positive image in minds. It 
is not possible for a school administrator to be successful and effective only with burocratic style of 
management. As a result, it is expected that defining the characteristics of effective school leaders 
according to the teachers and evaluation of the effectiveness of the school leaders in terms of some 
variables such as working experience, school type and employment methods give some conclusive 
results for the literature. With this study, it is aimed to examine the relationship between the self-
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efficacy beliefs of the school administrators working in Anatolia High Schools and vocational high 
schools and effective school leadership.  
          McCullers and Bozeman (2010) applied the School Management self-efficacy measure on 
300 school principals in Florida. The purpose of the practice was aimed to test the relationship 
between self-efficacy and believing in realizing the goals of schools. As a result, a positive 
relationship was found between believing in realizing school goals and school principal self-
efficacy. The target population of the research of Işık (2001), which examines the self-efficacy 
belief in terms of managerial roles, has been formed by the first, middle and senior managers. 
The general self-efficacy beliefs tested the ability of managers to fulfill the roles they were 
supposed to fulfill, that is, the level of belief in role adequacy, and found a significant relationship 
between the two belief levels.  
         Harris, Day, and Hadfield (2003) conducted a multi-method study to evaluate effective school 
leadership with a teacher's point of view. There were 36 school principals, 92 teachers, 24 students 
and parents, 24 senior managers and 24 students. According to the study, school structuring, 
policies and program implementations give school principals the opportunity to show themselves. 
Most school principals have delegated their duties in the field of administration. They want to 
spend more time developing the teachings and innovations. The results from the teacher's 
perspective were clustered in four areas: Leadership and management, professional friendship, 
values and vision and continuing professional development. Tahir, Said and Rahman (2011) tried to 
determine the characteristics of effective school principals in Malaysia, characteristics of effective 
school mentalities and the study was conducted by interviews and questionnaires with 35 school 
principals and 1705 teachers according to teacher and manager perceptions were determined in 
four main dimensions: management skills, learning and teaching, personal characteristics. 
Cemaloğlu (2007) found that leader-style leadership has the most effect in the research of school 
managers' leadership styles in terms of different variables; on the other hand, laizzes-faire leader has 
found no contribution to the effectiveness of the school. Krüger, Witzier and Sleegers (2007) 
attempted to develop a model to investigate the relationship between the school principal, 
organizational structure of the school and student outcomes. In the study, the effectiveness of the 
school principals was assessed by taking into consideration variables such as gender, school size, 
schoolmate age, the ratio of female teachers, the proportion of young teachers, and the school 
district (urbanization level).            
           Such issues as how to develop schools, how to increase the effectiveness and achievements 
of schools, teacher education, technological developments, improving curriculum, appointment of 
school administrators have been under discussion all over the world for the last 20 years and in 
Turkey during the past 10 years. The aim of these attempts is to make schools effective. Effective 
school term brings “effective school principals” to the mind and in some studies (Nye, 2008), a 
successful principal means the passport of the success.  
            Principals are considered as an important reason for the failure of innovation efforts in the 
education system. In this sense, the qualifications of the principals determines the quality of the 
whole system in a sense; as the reason for its success or failure in the system (Uluğ, 2010, p. 281). 
What aspects of a school principal can affect school and student success? This question has always 
been of interest to researchers. As it has been shown in the literature review, the qualifications, self-
efficacy and characteristics of school leaders, and the variables that they affect them, are mostly 
discussed in foreign countries. The knowledge and development of the school principals' 
characteristics is an important part of enhancing the effectiveness and success of school 
organizations. Effective leaders and successful schools attract immediate attention and have a 
positive image in their surroundings. It does not seem possible for a manager to succeed only with 
bureaucratic managerial skills. Highly qualified principals are more likely to succeed. The 
identification of principal self-efficacy is also of great importance in training new ones. Self-efficacy 
beliefs improved principals can adapt more quickly to management tasks and cause less time loss. 
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The identification of these characteristics is also important in terms of shedding light on the 
training of principal training to be carried out. 
             The evaluation of school principals has been made generally in research on effective school 
leadership. Every school principal is not directly involved in the school's teachers. It was also 
evaluated by taking into consideration the types of appointment of the school principals evaluated 
by their seniority. However, in this study, the teachers of each school evaluated the effective school 
leadership characteristics of their school heads. Each school principal was able to assess them 
because their seniority and assignment types were predetermined. This is important because it is 
from the first researches made in this direction. 
             This study may contribute to the research that evaluates the self-efficacy and effective 
school leadership of the school principal in terms of the topics covered and the method used. It is 
considered that the school manager developed in the research can contribute to the selection and 
training of administrators since the self-efficacy scale is a scale that can be applied to the principals 
who are the school principals and can be applied to candidate administrators. In our country of 
self-sufficiency, studies have been conducted especially on some field teachers and students, and 
various self-efficacy scales have been developed, but no studies and measurement tools have been 
developed to measure the self-efficacy beliefs of school principals. Developed ones have also been 
applied to limited groups and have not been updated. This work is important in terms of 
contributing to the work in this area. 
In line with this general aim, the following sub-problems have been tried to be answered:  
1. What are the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators? 
2. What is the school administrators’ level of effectiveness according to the opinions of the 
teachers? 
3. Is there a significant relationship between the self-efficacy beliefs of the school 
administrators and effective school leadership? 
4. Do the self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators predict the effective school 
leadership significantly? 
5. Do the self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators show any difference according to 




Research Model  
         This study is a descriptive one which is designed as a survey method. In this study, “The 
School Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale” was adapted into Turkish Language by the researcher in 
order to define the relationship between the self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators and 
effective school leadership. In addition, “The Effective School Leadership Scale” was formed by 
the researcher. The former was carried out on the school administrators, while the latter was 
conducted on the teachers working in the same schools.  
 
Participants 
          The population of the study is comprised of public Anatolia High Schools and vocational 
high schools (commonly known as industy vocational high schools, girl vocational high schools, 
health vocational high schools tourism hotel and trade vocational high hchools) found in seven 
cities (Kırşehir, Kayseri, Ankara, Nevşehir, Kırıkkale, Aksaray, Yozgat) in the Central Anatolia 
Region. The sample of the study consists of 30 Anatolia High Schools and 30 vocational high 
schools selected randomly in these cities. “The School Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale” was 
conducted on 60 school administrators working in these schools. “The Effective School Leadership 
Scale” was carried out on 1050 teachers (16-26 teachers in each school) in the sample. From the 
purposeful sampling methods, maximum diversity sampling method was preferred in order to 
define the participants in this study. The main aim of this method is to form a convenient sample 
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for the study in a relative manner and to reflect the participants’ diversity who are suitable for the 
research problem of the study (Yıldırım and Şimşek, 2013, p, 135). 
         As it can be seen in Snijder and Bosker’s (2010) multi-level analyze example, the true 
information was tried to be generated from micro level to macro level (from teachers to school, 
from students to classroom, from departments to firms). According to the research model, “The 
School Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale” was conducted on 30 school administrators from 30 
Anatolia High Schools and 30 vocational high schools working in selected 7 cities in the Central 
Anatolia Region and “The Effective School Leadership Scale” was carried out on 1050 teachers and 
were asked to evaluate their school administrators. In this way, it was aimed to obtain data from 
small samples and to generalize the obtained data for the bigger groups. 
         The number of school administrators and teachers who work in the Anatolia High Schools 
and the vocational high schools found in 7 cities in Central Anatolia Region has been obtained 
from the Province National Education Directorates and listed in Table 3:  
 
Table 1. The Population and Sample information of the Study  





Anatolia High School 190 7.170 510 
Vocational High School 304 13.562 540 
Total 494 20.732 1.050 
           In this study, the numbers (population=20.000 people, sample=377, population=30.000, 
sample=379 people) stated by Büyüköztürk, Çakmak, Akgün, Karadeniz and Demirel (2011, p. 96-
98) and sample calculation formulas were used in related to adequate teacher sampling 
 
                             Sample Size Formula: n= no / [1+(384,16-1) / N 
                                                                     =384,16/1+(384,16-1) /20732 
                                                                   n=377 people.  
         According to this result of the formula, at least 377 people are enough for the sample of the 
study. In this study, 1050 people were included, which is three times larger than the formula above 
for the purpose of increasing the reliability.  
 
Data Collection Tools 
          As the data collection tool for the study, “The School Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale” was 
adapted into Turkish Language and “The Effective School Leadership Scale” was formed by the 
researcher. The validity and reliability tests’ results of these scales have been listed below.  
 
The School Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale  
          The School Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale is the one with 48 questions which was formed 
by McCollum, Kajs ve Minter (2009), conducting the validity and reliability tests and referring to 
the standarts defined by America Education Leaders Selecting Concuil. The permission related to 
the scales for their usage in scientific studies was asked by means of e-mails. The scale was 
translated in Turkish Language by a committee including 3 translators. The back translation was 
also conducted so as to test its compatibility to Turkish Language. Having completed the 
translation process, the scale was made to check by the field experts in terms of the convenience 
for the aim of the study and intelligibility. Before the conducting the scale, the potential subjects 
were asked about the intelligibility of the scale and the necessary corrections were made and it was 
prepared for the pilot study.  
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         There must be a certain level of sampling for the purpose of the effectiveness of factor 
anaylsis to be active and effective. It is generally stated by the researchers that the subjects for the 
factor analysis test must be at least five times of the variable numbers in the study as a prevalent 
principle (Alpar 2010, p. 387; Altunışık, Coşkun, Bayraktaroğlu and Yıldırım, 2007, p. 228; 
Tavşancıl, 2006, p. 147). According to this, “The School Administrator Self-Efficacy Scale” was 
conducted on 150 school administrators from different school levels (primary, secondary and high 
schools) in this study. The scale has 48 questions and it is a Likert type with 7 items. The adapted 
scale has also 7 items which is similar to the original one.  
          The answers which can be given as answers to the scale questions shows an increase towards 
7, whereas they show a decrease towards 1. The answers to questions range from “totally disagree” 
to “totally agree”, which are scored from 1 to 7, respectively. Due to the fact that the data 
collection tool is a likert type scale with 7 items, the obtained results have been considered as; the 
ones ranging between 1,00-1,84 as “very low”, between 1,85-2,70 as “little low”, between 2,71-3,56  
as “low”, between 3,57-4,42 as “moderate”, between 4,43-5,29 as “high”, between 5,30-6,15 as 
“little high”, between 6,16-7,00 as “very high”.  
          Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) test for the convenience of the sample size and Barlett’s test for 
sphericity for factor analysis were conducted. The result of the KMO as .60 high level and a 
meaningful chi-square result have been regarded as the indicator of the compatibility of the data 
matrix (Büyüköztürk, 2009, p. 126). Based on these results, the scale’s validity analysis was done.  
         Factor loadings between the scores of .30 and .40 are considered as acceptable, .50 and above 
as significant and .70 and above are considered as the best explanatory factor loadings as to the 
acceptability of the items in the scale (Alpar, 2010, p. 312) and this scale’s factor loading was 
calculated as .40 and above. Since the compounds explaining the 80-85% of the eigen value of the 
total variance in the factor analysis are sufficient (Alpar, 2010, p. 338), the compound explaining at 
least 80% of the total variance have been referred. Since the biggest coefficients included in 
compounds for each question are accumulated under the first compound, this result can be 
considered as the evidence which means that related questions may accumulate under one 
dimension. The scale has eight dimensions Each dimension is accumulated under one compound. 
The rate of the scale’s explanation of the total variance is 80.54. Cronbach Alpha reliability 
coefficient of the scale is .988.  
 
The Effective School Leadership Scale  
          For the development of “The Effective School Leadership Scale”, the scale items were 
formed upon reviewing the international and international literature according to the school 
administration part of Balcı’s (2001, p. 223) the effective school scale and effective school 
leadership scale formed by Dağlı (2000), searching for the national and international literature. At 
the end of this process, a scale of 39 items scale was developed, by consulting field experts. The 
usage permissions of the scales which were used in this session were requested via e-mails from the 
owners. The compatibility and intelligibility analyses of the scale were tested by means of pre-
interviews with school administrators and teachers and the necessary corrections and arrangements 
were done before the pilot study of the Effective School Leadership Scale with 39 items. In order 
for factor analysis, a pilot study was carried out on a teacher group including 201 cases from 
different levels of schools. The validity and reliability tests of the obtained data after the pilot study 
were performed by using convenient statistical tests.  Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the 
scale was calculated. This scale was formed as a Likert type with 7 items as was in the other scale. 
For the evaluation of the answers given by the participants, a similar method was followed.  
         According to Büyüköztürk (2009, p.126), factor analysis may not be suitable for all the data 
set. The compatibility of the data for the factor analysis can be checked through Kaiser Meyer 
Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Barlett’s test for sphericity. KMO Coefficient gives information 
whether the data set is convenient for the factor analysis and if the data structure is suitable for 
removing factors.   
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          KMO coefficient needs to be higher than .60 for the factor convenience. The fact that chi-
square score measured after Barlett test is significant shows the convenience of the data set. 
According to this information, Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) test for the convenience of the sample 
size and Barlett’s test for sphericity for factor analysis were conducted and the validity analysis was 
applied. According to Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) test and Barlett results, Kaiser-Meyer 
coefficients (KMO) and Barlett test for sphericity results yielded suitable results (Table 7). KMO 
must be higher than 0.060 (KMO> 0,060), chi-square statistics (x2) must be meaningful P<0,05. 
(For this study KMO=0.978, Barlett test= x2 (7411, n=60) =10375, 532, P=0,00). 
          Since the compounds explaining the 80-85% of the eigen value of the total variance in the 
factor analysis are sufficient (Alpar, 2010, p. 338), the compound explaining at least 80% of the 
total variance have been referred. Seeing that biggest coefficients included in compounds for each 
question are accumulated under the first compound, and this result can be considered as the 
evidence which means that related questions may accumulate under one dimension. 
         Factor loadings between .30 and .40 can be accepted as a criterion related to the acceptability 
of the items in the scale. .50 and above factor loadings are regarded as significant and .70 and above 
factor loadings are thought as the best explanatory factor loadings as to the acceptability of the 
items in the scale (Alpar, 2010, p. 312) and this scale’s factor loading was calculated as .40 and 
above. The scale has six dimensions and each of them is accumulated under one compound. The 
score of the scale’s explaining the total variance is 81.68. Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient is 
.991.  
 
Data Analysis  
         The sample of the study was selected from public Anatolia High Schools and vocational high 
schools in seven cities ((Kırşehir, Kayseri, Ankara, Nevşehir, Kırıkkale, Aksaray, Yozgat) in the 
Central Anatolia Region. The sample of the study consists of 30 Anatolia High Schools and 30 
vocational high schools selected randomly in these cities. “The School Administrator Self-Efficacy 
Scale” was conducted on 60 school administrators working in these schools. “The Effective School 
Leadership Scale” was carried out on 1050 teachers (16-26 teachers in each school) in the sample. 
The necessary permissions were taken from Ministry of National Education.  
          In this study, Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients were used for the validity, the factor 
analyses and the reliability of the scales. The obtained data was analyzed by means of SPSS 20.00 
programme. In this context, Spearman Brown rank differences correlation coefficient, simple linear 
regression analyse Shapiro-Wilk, Independent t-test, One-Way ANOVA, Mann-Whitney U, Kruskal 
Wallis–H, Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) and Barlett test were used.  
 
Findings and Discussion 
 
Self-efficacy Belief Levels of the School Administrators  
          The distribution of the statistical data obtained as a result of the self-efficacy scale applied on 
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Table 2. The Self-efficacy Levels of the School Administrators and the Score Distributions 
of According to the Sub-Dimensions  
 Sub-Dimensions N x  Median SD 
Educational Leadership and Staff Development 60 6,16 6,3 0,63 
Development of School Climate 60 6,28 6,4 0,58 
Cooperation with Society 60 6,17 6,3 0,60 
Decision-Making Based on Information in line with 
Legal and Ethic Principles  
60 6,28 6,4 0,59 
Management of Resources and Services 60 6,15 6,3 0,77 
Utilization of the Resources of the Society 60 6,11 6,3 0,84 
Communication in different Environments 60 6,34 6,3 0,56 
Development of School Vision 60 6,25 6,5 0,68 
Total Mean 60 6,21 6,3 0,57 
 
           As shown in Table 2, the mean of the self-efficacy scores of the school administrators was 
found as ( x =6,21). This score shows that the school administrators perceive their self-efficacy 
beliefs as very high levels. When analyzed according to the sub-dimensions, the highest mean 
scores are “communications in different environments” with ( x =6,34) and “development of 
school climate” with ( x =6,28). It was found that the sub-dimensions such as decision-making 
based on ınformation in line with legal and ethic principles and development of school climate with 
( x =6,28) were in high levels in terms of self-efficacy beliefs level. The rest of the other sub-
dimensions also show higher levels of self-efficacy beliefs.  
           If we consider the self-efficacy studies as the ones in which the individuals evaluate 
themselves, it can be argued that the individuals generally have  positive perceptions in the studies 
in which the individuals evaluate themselves when compared with the studies in which others 
evaluate them is one of the reasons of the high scores of the self-efficacy beliefs of the school 
administrators (Gümüşeli, 1996; İnandı and Özkan, 2006; Karaman 2008). 
           Similar findings have been obtained in other studies when the gathered data is compared. In 
one of these studies done by Lovell (2009) with 378 school administrators from primary, secondary 
and high schools, the means of the scores of self-efficacy beliefs of the schools administrators were 
found as in high levels. In Nikola’s (2013) study which was carried out in South Dakota on the 
relationship between school administrators and teachers’ self-efficacies, it was found that the self-
efficacy levels of both groups were at high levels. Ayık, Savaş and Yücel (2015) found in their study 
that the general self-efficacy levels of the school administrators were high. McCullers (2009) also 
carried out a study so as to measure the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators in Florida 
and found that the mean of the general leadership self-efficacy levels of the school administrators 
was 4.01 (in Likert type scale with 5 items). In his study, Herriot (2012) found that the mean of the 
self-efficacy levels of the school administrators in public schools was 4.36 (in Likert type scale with 
5 items). 
           In another study on school administrator’s self-efficacy levels done by Moran and Gareis 
(2005), a self-efficacy scale with 18 items were conducted on 558 school administrators working in 
primary, secondary and high schools in public schools in Virginia and it was found that the mean 
scores of the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators was 6.99 and this mean was 
considered as sufficient for a high level of self-efficacy belief. Aurty (2010) found the mean of the 
self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators from 83 schools in Colombia, Maryland and 
Virginia was 6.02, using the Self Efficacy Scale formed by Moran and Gareis (2005). The mean of 
the sub-dimension of the self-efficacy instructional leadership and the self-efficacy in administration 
was found as 5.40. using the Self Efficacy Scale developed by Moran and Gareis (2005), Federici 
and Skaalvik (2012) performed in a study on self-efficacy levels of the school administrators 
working in Norway with a sample with 300 school administrators selected randomly and obtained 
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the results which shows that the mean of the self-efficacy scores of the school administrations was 
5.29 (in Likert type scale with 7 items). 
          Moak (2010) found a high level of self-efficacy mean scores ( x =7,2) in his study which was 
carried out with 123 primary school administrators in Missouri region which aimed at detecting the 
relationship between the school administrators’ self-efficacy levels and student achievement. In the 
study, the sub-dimensions means were listed as: administration leadership=6.5, instructional 
leadership=7.5 and ethical leadership=7.7.  
          O’Neil (2013) who searched the self-efficacy levels the school administrators working in low 
socio-economic levels found that the mean of the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators 
was 7.23, which indicates a high level. The sub-dimensions’ means were found as in high levels 
such as the self-efficacy in instructional leadership=7.27 and the self-efficacy in ethical 
leadership=7.44. The self-efficacy in administration was found as 6.84 in moderate level. Simith, 
Guarino, Storm and Adams (2006) studied on the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators 
from different levels of schools and focused on two sub-dimensions: administration and 
instructional applications. It was found that the mean of the administration applications was 2.14 
and the mean of instructional applications was 1.83 (in Likert type scale with 4 items). 
          The mentioned results of the studies above match up with the results of this study, but using 
different Likert type scale poses some limitations for the study so as to make comparisons in a 
complete manner because of the different scale variable values (in Likert type scale with 4, 5, 7 or 9 
items) and different variables for measuring the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators. 
Despite these limitations, it can be argued that the results of the studies correspond with this study 
and the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators are in high levels (Herriot 2012; Lovell 
2009; Moak 2010; Moran and Gareis 2005; Nikolas, 2013; O’Neil, 2013; Autry, 2010). 
 
The Effective School Leadership Levels of the School Administrators According to 
Opinions of the Teachers 
 
        The statistical analyses are listed in table 3 as a result of “The Effective School Leadership 
Scale” applied to teachers in order for measuring the levels of effective school leadership of the 
school administrators 
 
Tablo 3. The Effective School Leadership Levels of the School Administrators According to 
Opinions of the Teachers and the Score Distributions of According to the Sub-Dimensions 
 Sub-Dimensions N x  Median SD 
Visionary Leadership 60 4,99 5,1 0,76 
Personal Qualities 60 5,16 5,3 0,76 
Educational Leadership 60 4,90 5,0 0,79 
Understanding and Developing Learning and Teaching 
Processes  
60 5,00 5,1 0,74 
Compounding the Resources, Planning and Evaluating 60 5,08 5,2 0,76 
Collaboration, Communication and Paying Attention to 
Team Work 
60 5,03 5,1 0,75 
Total Mean 60 5,03 5,1 0,75 
 
          As shown in Table 3, the effective school leadership of the school administrators working in 
Anatolia High Schools and vocational high schools according to the opinions of the school 
teachers was found as 5.03 in general. According to this, the effective school leadership levels of the 
administrators were found as high level.  
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        When the effective school leadership levels of the school administrators are evaluated in terms 
of the sub-dimensions, the highest mean scores in the sub-dimensions are personal qualities with 
x =5,16 and compounding the resources, planning and evaluating with x =5,08. Educational 
leadership with x =4,90 and visionary leadership with x =4,99 are the ones which show the lower 
mean scores than the other sub-dimensions. According to these findings, the teachers perceived the 
school administrators’ effective school leadership levels as high.   
         Güçlü and Tunçel (2010) studied on the effectiveness of the normal high schools and 
Anatolia high schools and found that teachers perceived the school administrators’ effectiveness at 
moderate level. Sağım (2008) also found in his study focusing on the school administrators’ 
effective administrative behaviours in Anatolia High Schools that the school administrators usually 
show effective administrative behaviours. Kuzubaşıoğlu and Çelebi (2009) found the effectiveness 
level of the school administration in normal high schools as 3.93 (in a likert type with 5 items). In a 
study done by Scott, Parsley and Fantz (2014) in 75 schools in Idoha with 1745 teachers, it was 
found that the effective school leadership dimension score was at a high level with 4.28. Lempesis 
(2009) carried out a study in which he tried to measure the effectiveness of the school 
administrators in successful and unsuccessful schools and made some comparisons. It was found 
that the effectiveness scores of the school administrators in successful schools was 3.76 and those 
in unsuccessful schools was 4.00.  According to these results, the school administrators display 
effective behaviours in high levels.  
         Çubukçu and Girmen (2006) performed a study on teachers’ opinions about the school 
administrators behaviours which are considered as one of the most important criteria of the 
effective high schools and found that teachers perceived their school administrators as effective in 
such behaviours as supporting the school achievement, communication with parents and 
environment of the school although they consider the school administrators as insufficient in such 
behaviours as leading to teachers in educational issues and supporting them. The effective school 
leadership behaviours were found as sufficient in some sub-dimensions and as at moderate level in 
some sub-dimensions.   
          Gökçe and Kahraman (2010) carried out a study on the components of the effective school, 
evaluated the school administrators in the leadership dimension and found that the school 
administrators were efficient in general ( x =4,54). Yalçın (2010) found in this study on school 
improvement that the participants perceived the school administrators’ school leadership 
behaviours were high level. The teachers mentioned positive statements in management of human 
and physical resources and environment-society relations as to their school administrators.  
         Dağlı (2000) performed a study on the secondary school administrators’ effective 
administrative behaviours and found that teachers perceived their school administrators’ behaviours 
as at moderate level with regard to effective school leadership. Gündüz and Bayer (2012) also 
found that the effective leadership behaviours of the school administrators according to the 
opinions of the teachers were 2.84, which indicates a moderate level. In their studies examining the 
effective leadership levels of the primary school administrators, Aybek, Titiz and Gümüşay (2014) 
found that school administrators always show effective leadership behaviours. Tahaoğlu and 
Gedikoğlu (2009) also examined the leadership roles of the secondary school administrators and 
found that visionary leadership roles are the most frequent ones showed by school administrators.  
         There haven’t been many studies on effective school leadership, but there are studies in the 
scope of administrative sub-dimensions of the studies focusing on effective school. This situation 
limits the study results to compare with the previous ones. However, as far as it can be done as 
partial comparisons, it can be stated that the results of this study correspond to the previous studies 
done on the similar themes (Çubukçu and Girmen, 2006; Dağlı, 2000; Güçlü and Tunçel, 2010;  
Lempesis, 2009; Kuzubaşıoğlu and Çelebi, 2009; Sağım, 2008; Scott, Parsley and Fantz, 2014). 
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The Relationship between the Self-efficacy Beliefs of the School Administrators and the 
Effective School Leadership 
         Before testing the relationship between the self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators 
and the effective school leadership, Kolmogorov-Simirnov Test was done in order to check the 
normality assumption and it was found that this condition couldn’t be fulfilled. For this reason, 
Spearman Brown rank differences correlation coefficient which is a non-parametric test was used 
to evaluate the relation between the variables.  
         When the Anatolia High School and vocational high school administrators were evaluated 
together and the number of the school administrators are 60 (n=60), teachers evaluating are 922 
(n=922), the Spearman Brown rank differences correlation coefficient was found as r=0.106 for the 
general scores of the school administrators’ self-efficacy and effective school leadership. For the 
significance of the coefficient, p value was found as P=0.001. Since this value is smaller than the 
significance value of 0.01, it can be said that the correlation coefficient is significant. There is a 
significant relation in the same direction between the self-efficacy of the school administrators and 
effective school leadership scales as the correlation coefficient is bigger than zero when the 
Anatolia High School and vocational high school administrators are evaluated together (The 
significance level was based on as 0.01).  
         When the Anatolia High School and vocational high school Administrators were evaluated 
separately, the number of Anatolia High School Administrators and the school administrators are 
30 (n=30), teachers being evaluated are 447 (n=447), the Spearman Brown rank differences 
correlation coefficient was found as r=0.90 for the general scores of the school administrators’ self-
efficacy and effective school leadership. For the significance of the coefficient, p value was found as 
P=0.058. Since this value is bigger than the significance value 0.05, the correlation coefficient is of 
no significance and cannot be evaluated. Therefore, it can be said that there is no significant 
relation between the self-efficacy beliefs and effective school leadership of the Anatolia High 
School Administrators (The significance level was based on as 0.05). 
         The vocational high school administrators and the number of the school administrators are 
30 (n=30), teachers being evaluated are 475 (n=475), the Spearman Brown rank differences 
correlation coefficient was found as r=0.094 for the general scores of the school administrators’ 
self-efficacy and effective school leadership. For the significance of the coefficient, p value was 
found as P=0.041. Since this value is smaller than the significance value of 0.05, it can be said that 
the correlation coefficient is significant and can be evaluated. Since R correlation coefficient is 
bigger than zero, there is a significant relation in the same direction between the self-efficacy of the 
school administrators and effective school leadership scales for the Vocational High School 
Administrators. (The significance level was based on as 0.05). 
          The studies about the relationship between the self-efficacy level of the school administrators 
and effective school leadership haven’t been able to access to in the literature. However, self-
efficacy is studied with other variables such as success, showing effort, developing the innovations 
and effectiveness. In line with tis, Tintavee (2010) carried out a study on the behaviours of the 
school administrators and skills and found a linear causal link between the effective school 
leadership and effective leadership behaviours (0.89). Woods (2004) also found that there is a 
significant relation between self-efficacy and transformational leadership behaviours of the 
administrators of the students’ affairs. Transformational leaders increase the effectiveness of the 
leadership thanks to inspiring motivation and intellectual stimulation for the individuals and groups. 
Along with Tintavee (2010) and Woods (2004), there are other studies which show similarities with 
this study. In one of these, Hebert (2010) studied on the effectiveness and found that there is a high 
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The Self-efficacy Beliefs of the School Administrators Predicting the Effective School 
Leadership 
        Simple linear regression analysis was performed so as to find out whether the self-efficacy 
beliefs of the school administrators working in Anatolia High Schools and vocational high schools 
predict the effective school leadership levels. The regression analysis results which were formed by 
defining the total score obtained from the self-efficacy scale applied to school administrators 
working in Anatolia High Schools and vocational high schools as independent variable (predictor) 
and the total score obtained from the effective school leadership applied to teachers as dependent 
variable (predicted) were shown in Table 4.  
         As shown in Table 4, the predicted model is significant since p value (P=0,00) of the test is 
smaller than the significance value of 0.01. Therefore, it can be argued that the self-efficacy beliefs 
of the school administrators predict the effective school leadership levels regardless of school type.  
 
Table 4. The Regression Analysis for the School Administrators  
Independent Variable ?̂? R R² F P 
Self-efficacy 0,292 0,346 0,12 14,17 0,000 
Dependent Variable: Effective School Leadership; n:922 
 
         The predicted regression coefficient for the self-efficacy belief levels of the school 
administrators was found as 0.292. This coefficient is significant and can be evaluated since P value 
(P=0.000) obtained through t-test done to test significance is smaller than the significance value of 
0.01. Therefore, since this coefficient is positive, it can be said that there is a linear relation in the 
same direction between the self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators and effective school 
leadership.  
 
Comparison of the Self-Efficacy Belief Levels of the School Administrators in terms of 
Their Employment Styles 
 
Table 5. Mann-Whitney U Test Results of the Differences Between Employment Styles In 













Appointment 37 6,12 6,2 0,58 27,55 
1,658 0,097 
Exam 23 6,36 6,6 0,54 35,24 
Total 60 6,21 6,3 0,57   
*p>0.05 
         As shown in Table 5, the 61.7% of the school administrators were employed through 
appointment, while 38.3% of them were employed by means of an exam. The mean of the self-
efficacy scores of the school administrators employed via appointment was found as 6.12, whereas 
those employed through exam was found as 6.36. As a result of the result of the Mann-Whitney U 
test, p value was calculated as 0.097. Since this value is bigger than p>0.05, it can be stated that 
there is no significant difference between the school administrators employed through exam or the 
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Comparison of the Effective School Leadership Levels of the School Administrators In 
Terms of Their Employment Styles 
 
Table 6. Independent T-Test Results of the Differences between Employment Styles In 






N x  S sd t p 
Effective School 
Leadership 
Appointment 37 4,88 5,0 0,78 
-2,042 0,046* 
Exam 23 5,27 5,2 0,64 
Total 60 5,03 5,1 0,75   
*p<0.05 
          As shown in Table 6, the mean scores of effective school leadership of the school 
administrators employed through appointment was 4.88, while those employed through exam was 
5.27. T-test result was found as p=0,046*. Since this value is smaller than p<0.05, it can be argued 
that there is a significant difference between the effective school leadership levels of the school 
administrators employed through appointment and those employed through exam. In order to find 
out the effect size of the employment style of the school administrators on the effective school 
leadership, eta-squared value was calculated as η2=0,062. From this result, it can be stated that 
approximately 6% of the effective school leadership levels is affected by the employment style of 
the school administrators. In other words, the employment situations of the school administrators 
have an impact on the approximately 6% of the scores of the effective school leadership. 
In this study, the similar studies were included for the discussion since the studies on whether the 
effective school leadership levels of the school administrators change according to their 
employment styles haven’t been able to access. In one of those studies, Özkahya (2003) carried out 
a study concentrating on the teachers’ perceptions related to the effectiveness levels of the school 
administrators employed through exam or without exam by the Ministry of National Education and 
found that the school administrators employed through exam are more effective in school 
administration than those without exams. Özmen and Yörük (2004) also studied on the 
effectiveness of the school administrators employed through exams and found a moderate level of 
effectiveness of the school administrators. Another study on school administration employment 
through exam and organizational commitment was conducted by Balay and Çevik (2014) and it was 
found that the organizational commitments of the school administrators employed through exam 
was at moderate level.  
 
Results 
1. The self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators working in Anatolia High Schools and 
vocational high schools were found as at high level. This result can be considered as a 
positive situation.  
2. According to the opinions of the teachers, the effective school leadership levels of the 
school administrators were found as at high level in general.  
3. The self-efficacy beliefs of the school administrators didn’t show any significant differences 
in terms of school types. However, the self-efficacy levels of the Anatolia High Schools 
were observed as high.  
4. According to the opinions of the teachers, the effective school leadership levels of the 
school administrators didn’t show any significant differences in terms of school types. 
5. A meaningful relation in the same direction was found between the self-efficacy beliefs of 
the school administrators and effective school leadership levels according to teachers’ 
opinions.  
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6. The self-efficacy levels of the school administrators predict the effective school leadership 
levels. In general, a meaningful relation in the same direction was found between the self-
efficacy beliefs of the school administrators and effective school leadership levels according 
to teachers’ opinions by means of regression analysis. When the school types are evaluated 
separately, it can be said that the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators predict the 
effective school leadership levels 
7. Even though the employment styles of the school administrators either through exam or 
through appointment means some meaningful differences in self-efficacy beliefs, there is no 
significant difference between the two groups in this study.  
8. The effective school leadership levels of the school administrators generally show 
meaningful differences in terms of the employment style.  
 
Suggestions 
Some useful suggestions can be made for the appliers and researchers in the light of the results 
obtained in the study: 
1. The fact that the self-efficacy levels of the school administrators is a predictor of the 
effective school leadership increase the importance of the self-efficacy in the school 
administration. For this reason, there must be some studies for both active and prospective 
school administrators, such as designing and enriching the content of the curriculum of the 
programmes planned to train the school administrators.  
2. The fact that the school administrators’ effective school leadership levels are high according 
to the opinions of teachers necessitate that some trainings must be done to increase the 
effective school leadership levels of the school administrators. 
3. The self-efficacy levels of the school administrators show some differences in vocational 
high schools. Therefore, some applications such as taking role models, forming 
experiences, encouraging socially may add some positive contributions to self-efficacy levels 
of the school administrators.  
4. The fact that there is a meaningful relation between the self-efficacy beliefs of the school 
administrators and effective school leadership levels show the importance of the self-
efficacy beliefs and effective school leadership levels of the school administrators. For this 
reason, some different studies with different methods such as questionnaire or interviews, 
etc. and statistical tests can be done on the self-efficacy and effective school leadership of 
the school administrators. 
5. The fact that the school administrators have been employed according to some exams  
explaining the high levels of self-efficacy. Having been employed as a result of some efforts 
and study session is important for a successful and effective school administration. For this 
reason, the exams which are carried out to employ school administrators must be given 
priority and importance and the scope of these kind of exams must be expanded.  
6. The fact that the school administrators have high levels of effective leadership shows the 
importance of being employed as a result of some kinds of exams done to select school 
administrators. On the other hand, the scope and content of these exams must be 
redesigned and updated in order to make them more valid and reliable.  
7. Studies can be carried not only for the self-efficacy of the school administrators related to 
school administration, but for self-efficacy in general as well.  
8. This study is a cross-sectional one. Longitude and repeated studies which are based on 
longer periods with regard to self-efficacy and school leadership can be done.  
9. Interview and observation techniques can be performed in order to increase the validity and 
reliability of the similar studies.  
10. Similar studies can be repeated with different samples based on such variables as age, 
branch, student numbers.  
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Similar studies can be carried out on deputy school administrators and candidate school 
administrators in order to measure their self-efficacies. 
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